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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This Action is in response to Application Number 09/988,907 received on 
6/18/2007. 

2. Claims 1-40 are presented for examination. 

3. Applicanfs arguments, see Appeal Brief, filed 6/18/2007, with respect to the 
rejection(s) of claim(s) 1-40 under Dietz have been fully considered and are persuasive. 
Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. However, upon further consideration, a 
new ground(s) of rejection is made in view of Hagar and Kuzma, provided below. 

Claim Objections 

Claims 1 1, 20, and 31 are objected to because of the following informalities: 

4. Claims 1 1 , 20, and 31 include the limitation, "if the user filling out and submitting 
the visitor request form is not hosting the visitor, then retransmitting another status 
message via e-mail to the user hosting the visitor." 

While it is understood that "the user hosting the visitor" is not the same user as 
the user that "is not hosting the visitor" the claim language presents a possible 
antecedent basis. Examiner suggests amending the claim from "to the user hosting the 
visitor*' to "to a user that is hosting the visitor." 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Ciaim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification sliall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 
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5. Claims 1 1, 20, and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claims 1 1, 20, and 31 include the limitation, "transmitting a status message via 
email to a user filling out and submitting the visitor request form, and if the user filling 
out and submitting the visitor request form is not hosting the visitor, then retransmitting 
another status message via email to the user hosting the visitor". 

It is unclear to Examiner how the component that is transmitting the status 
message determines if the user filling out the form is hosting the visitor or not . 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 1, 12, 21, 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Hagaretal. (U.S. 5,377,355) in view of Kuzma (U.S. 5,781,901). 

7. Before a detailed mapping, Examiner would like to point out that Applicant's 
invention pertains to the simple functionality of filling out a form and emailing that form 
to an evaluator for approval over an intranet. As shown below, Hagar disclosed this 
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functionality through the use of an automated system that allows used to fill out a form 
and send this form to an evaluator who provides a response. 

8. Regarding claim 1 , Hagar disclosed a method for processing a visitor request 
over an intranet for a visitor visiting an organization, the method comprising: 

using the intranet within the organization for filling- out a visitor request form 
(Hagar, col. 5, lines 1-15); 

submitting the filled-out visitor request form over the intranet only within the 
organization (Hagar, col. 5, lines 1-15); 

creating a visitor database on the visitor based upon the filled-out visitor request 
form (Hagar, col. 4, lines 60-67, document profile/functional area identification, block 58, 
which is stored in database 14 of Fig. 1); 

transmitting a visitor approval request message via e- mail to at least one 
evaluator within the organization if approval is required (Hagar, transmitting a message 
via email to an evaluator), 

submitting an approval recommendation by the at least one evaluator via e-mail 
for updating the visitor database (Hagar, col. 6, lines 30-35, 50-53, col. 7, lines 10-40, 
evaluator approval). 

Hagar did not explicitly state wherein the visitor approval request message 
includes a hyperlink to the filled-out visitor request form. 
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Official notice is taken that it was well known in the art at the time of the invention 
to send a hyperlink to a document instead of an entire document. Kuzma illustrates this 
fact in col. 4, line 65-col. 5, line 24. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the Computer Networking 
art at the time of the invention to combine the teachings of Hagar regarding a system for 
distributing a form with the idea of sending a hyperlink instead of an entire document 
because sending only a hyperlink reduces the size of e-mails that would be sent, thus 
reducing traffic. 

Claim 12 includes a method with limitations that are substantially similar to the 
limitations of claim 1. Claims 12 also includes issuing a badge based upon a validated 
form. Applicant's specification does not provide the functionality of the system actually 
producing the badge and printing it out. Therefore Examiner's interpretation of the claim 
is the mere act of an employee receiving the approval email and based on the approval 
email, giving the visitor a badge. The act of giving a visitor a badge does not effect the 
functionality of the invention and therefore does not have any patentable weight. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to ope of ordinary skill in the art to perform a 
human action in response to receiving an email approval in order to accomplish 
whatever is being approved. In the case of Hagar, such action includes preparing a 
meeting for instance (Hagar, col. 9, lines 45-47) or whether to go fonA/ard with the 
invention. 

Claim 21 includes an intranet with computing devices performing the limitations 
of claim 1 . Claim 32 includes a computer-readable medium that has data fields 
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including the components of claim 1 , such as the form, email and an approval 
recommendation. Therefore, claims 12, 21, and 32 are rejected under the same 
rationale. 

9. Regarding claim 2, Hagar and Kuzma disclosed the limitations, substantially as 
claimed, as described in claim 1, including wherein the e-mail corresponding to the 
visitor approval request message is transmitted at least in part over the intranet; and 
wherein the e-mail corresponding to the approval recommendation is transmitted at 
least in part over the intranet (Hagar, col. 6, lines 20-34). 

10. Regarding claim 3, Hagar and Kuzma disclosed the limitations, substantially as 
claimed, as described in claim 1, including validating the updated filled-out visitor 
request form (Hagar, col. 7, lines 5-30, evaluator approval). 

1 1 . Regarding claim 4, Hagar and Kuzma disclosed the limitations, substantially as 
claimed, as described in claim 1. Hagar and Kuzma did not explicitly state issuing a 
visitor badge based upon a validated filled-out visitor request form. 

Applicant's specification does not provide the functionality of the system actually 
producing the badge and printing it out. Therefore Examiner's interpretation of the claim 
is the mere act of an employee receiving the approval email and based on the approval 
email, giving the visitor a badge. The act of giving a visitor a badge does not effect the 
functionality of the invention and therefore does not have any patentable weight. 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to perform a 
human action in response to receiving an email approval in order to accomplish 
whatever is being approved. In the case of Hagar, such action includes preparing a 
meeting for instance (Hagar, col. 9, lines 45-47) or whether to go forward with the 
invention. 

12. Regarding claim 5, Hagar and Kuzma disclosed the limitations, substantially as 
claimed, as described in claim 4. 

Hagar and Kuzma did not expressly disclose wherein the visitor badge comprises 
at least one of an escort-required badge and a no escort required badge. 

However, these differences are only found in the nonfunctional descriptive 
material and are not functionally involved in the steps recited. The form approval 
functionality would be performed the same regardless of the data. Thus, this descriptive 
material will not distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art in terms of 
patentability. See In re Gulack, 703 F.2d 1381, 1385, 217 USPQ 401, 404 (Fed. Cir. 
1983); In re Lowry, 32 F.3d 1579, 32 USPQ2d 1031 (Fed. Cir. 1994). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to include the nonfunctional descriptive material with 
the claimed invention because such data does not functionally relate to the steps in the 
method claimed and because the subjective interpretation of the data does not 
patentably distinguish the claimed invention. 
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13. Regarding claims 6, Hagar and Kuzma disclosed the limitations, substantially as 
claimed, as described in claim 1, including wherein if a user filling-out and submitting 
the visitor request form is not hosting the visitor, then the method further comprises: 

identifying a host of the visitor in the filled-out visitor request form (Hagar, col. 5, 
lines 1-15, Hagar disclosed identifying many fields in the form); 

transmitting a visitor certification request message via e-mail to the host (Hagar, 
col. 6, lines 20-35), the visitor certification request message having a hyperlink to the 
filled-out visitor request form (Kuzma, col. 4, line 65-col. 5, line 24); and 

submitting a certification recommendation by the host via e-mail for updating the 
visitor database (Hagar, col. 7, lines 10-20). 

14. Regarding claim 7, Hagar and Kuzma disclosed the limitations, substantially as 
claimed, as described in claim 1. 

Hagar and Kuzma did not expressly disclose classifying the visitor as either a 
regular visitor or a foreign visitor 

However, these differences are only found in the nonfunctional descriptive 
material and are not functionally involved in the steps recited. The form approval 
functionality would be performed the same regardless of the classification. Thus, this 
descriptive material will not distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art in terms 
of patentability. See In re GulacK 703 F.2d 1381, 1385, 217 USPQ 401, 404 (Fed. Cir. 
1983); In re Lowry, 32 F.3d 1579, 32 USPQ2d 1031 (Fed. Cir. 1994). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to include the nonfunctional descriptive material with 
the claimed invention because such data does not functionally relate to the steps in the 
method claimed and because the subjective interpretation of the data does not 
patentably distinguish the claimed invention. 

15. Regarding claim 8, Hagar and Kuzma disclosed the limitations, substantially as 
claimed, as described in claim 7. 

Hagar and Kuzma did not expressly disclose wherein a regular visitor comprises 
at least one of a U.S. citizen, and a non-U. S. citizen with an alien registration card. 
However, these differences are only found in the nonfunctional descriptive material and 
are not functionally involved in the steps recited. The form approval functionality would 
be performed the sarnie regardless of the classification. Thus, this descriptive material 
will not distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art in terms of patentability. See 
In re Gulack, 703 F.2d 1381, 1385. 217 USPQ 401, 404 (Fed. Cir. 1983); //? re Lowry, 
32 F.3d 1579, 32 USPQ2d 1031 (Fed. Cir. 1994). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to include the nonfunctional descriptive material with 
the claimed invention because such data does not functionally relate to the steps in the 
method claimed and because the subjective interpretation of the data does not 
patentably distinguish the claimed invention. 
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16. Regarding claim 9, Hagar and Kuzma disclosed the limitations, substantially as 
claimed, as described in claim 7. 

Hagar and Kuzma did not expressly disclose wherein a foreign visitor comprises 
at least one of a non-U. S, citizen without an alien registration card, a person 
representing a foreign company, and a person having dual citizenship. 

However, these differences are only found in the nonfunctional descriptive 
material and are not functionally involved in the steps recited. The form approval 
functionality would be performed the same regardless of the classification. Thus, this 
descriptive material will not distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art in terms 
of patentability. See In re GulacK 703 F.2d 1381, 1385, 217 USPQ 401, 404 (Fed. Cir. 
1983); In re Lowry, 32 F.3d 1579, 32 USPQ2d 1031 (Fed. Cir. 1994). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to include the nonfunctional descriptive material with 
the claimed invention because such data does not functionally relate to the steps in the 
method claimed and because the subjective interpretation of the data does not 
patentabiy distinguish the claimed invention. 

17. Regarding claim 10, Hagar and Kuzma disclosed the limitations, substantially as 
claimed, as described in claim 1. 

Hagar and Kuzma did not expressly disclose wherein the at least one evaluator 
comprises at least one of a security administrator and an import/export administrator. 
However, these differences are only found in the nonfunctional descriptive material and 
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are not functionally involved in the steps recited. The form approval functionality would 
be performed the same regardless of the classification of the evaluator. Thus, this 
descriptive material will not distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art in terms 
of patentability. See In re Gulack, 703 F.2d 1381, 1385, 217 USPQ401, 404 (Fed. Cir. 
1983); In re Lowry, 32 F.3d 1579, 32 USPQ2d 1031 (Fed. Cir. 1994). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to include the nonfunctional descriptive material with the 
claimed invention because such data does not functionally relate to the steps in the 
method claimed and because the subjective interpretation of the data does not 
patentably distinguish the claimed invention. 

18. Regarding claim 11, Hagar and Kuzma disclosed the limitations, substantially as 
claimed, as described in claim 1, including transmitting a status message via e-mail to a 
user filling-out and submitting the visitor request form, and if the user filling- out and 
submitting the visitor request form is not hosting the visitor, then transmitting another 
status message via e-mail to the user hosting the visitor (Hagar, col. 6, lines 20-35). 

1 9. Claims 1 3-20, 22-31 , and 33-40 include limitations that are substantially similar to 
claims 1-11. Therefore, claims 13-20, 22-31, and 33-40 are rejected under the same 
rationale. 

Conclusion 
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Examiner's Note: Examiner has cited particular columns and line numbers in 
the references applied to the claims above for the convenience of the applicant. 
Although the specified citations are representative of the teachings of the art and are 
applied to specific limitations within the individual claim, other passages and figures 
may apply as well. It is respectfully requested from the applicant in preparing 
responses, to fully consider the references in entirety as potentially teaching all or part 
of the claimed invention, as well as the context of the passage as taught by the prior art 
or disclosed by the Examiner. 

In the case of amending the claimed invention, Applicant is respectfully 
requested to indicate the portion(s) of the specification which dictate(s) the structure 
relied on for proper interpretation and also to verify and ascertain the metes and bounds 
of the claimed invention. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to J. Bret Dennison whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
3910. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30am-5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David A Wiley can be reached on (571) 272-3923. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. . 
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For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




J. B. D. 

Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 2143 
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